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Abstract
The present study tested and extended the motivational 
process of the Job Demands- Resources ( JD- R) theory to 
explicate the role of signature strengths use as a personal 
resource and organizational support for strengths use as 
a job resource for a host of organizational outcomes. Our 
greater interest was to examine serial and parallel media-
tion of employee- level variables (i.e., work engagement, job 
performance, and turnover intentions) between both types 
of resources (personal and job) and organizational outcomes 
(i.e., organizational performance and turnover). We col-
lected data from 202 top managers from 56 branches of a 
large bank in Pakistan. The participants filled in data for 
most of the study variables, whereas the concerned bank 
officials provided objective ratings of organizational per-
formance and turnover. The results indicated the indirect 
effect of signature strengths use and organizational support 
for strength use on perceived and objective organizational 
performance mediated by work engagement, job perfor-
mance, and turnover intentions. Signature strengths use 
also showed a direct effect on perceived and objective or-
ganizational performance. The findings illustrate the poten-
tial benefits of using one's signature strengths for employee 
and organizational success and reiterate the importance 
of enhancing organizational support for strengths use for 
management groups who in turn can contribute substan-
tially to organizational performance.
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BACKGROUND

Organizational scholars have long been interested in understanding the factors that contribute to organi-
zational performance. This interest has uncovered a broad range of contributing factors such as economic, 
environmental, and organizational (McGivern & Tvorik, 1997; Penrose & Penrose, 2009). Nevertheless, 
recent research has led to a revolution that seeks to understand how individuals contribute to organiza-
tional performance and bottom- line indicators (Kim & Ployhart, 2014; Ployhart & Hale, 2014; Schneider 
et al., 2013). This paradigmatic shift to understanding the psychological origins of work behaviours has 
co- occurred with the increased application of positive psychology at work. In particular, the study of 
strengths use and perceived organizational support for strengths use have expanded considerably in re-
cent years offering extensive evidence on their role in employee- level outcomes (e.g., task performance and 
job satisfaction; Harzer & Ruch, 2014; Harzer et al., 2021; Lavy & Littman- Ovadia, 2017; van Woerkom 
& Meyers, 2015). However, their relations with organization- level outcomes have rarely been studied. 
Moreover, there is a dire need for an overarching theoretical framework that explains how strengths use 
and perceived organizational support for strengths use are linked to organizational outcomes. Taken to-
gether, the present study is grounded on the motivational process of the Job Demands- Resource (JD- R) 
theory focusing on signature strengths use as a personal resource and perceived organizational support 
for strengths use as a job resource. As it takes two to tango, we tested the distinct role of these two types 
of resources for organizational outcomes through potentially relevant mediators.

Peterson and Seligman (2004) introduced the Values in Action (VIA) Classification of strengths 
to describe good character as a measurable individual difference. The VIA Classification includes 24 
character strengths, universally valued positive attributes, surmised to improve individuals' functioning 
as well as of organizations (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). These character strengths were organized into 
six clusters. For instance, strengths of justice include character strengths of fairness, leadership, and 
teamwork. Character strengths can be ranked for each individual concerning how central they are to 
the individual. Peterson and Seligman (2004, p. 18) stipulated that most people have up to seven core 
or ‘signature’ strengths. Signature strengths are the most dominant character strengths, which a person 
owns, celebrates, and frequently exercises. However, their use depends on two conditions (Harzer & 
Ruch, 2013). Firstly (like for every trait; cf., Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Saucier et al., 2007), an individual 
needs to possess the strength to a certain degree to be able to show strength- related behaviour (i.e., apply 
it). Secondly, situational circumstances (e.g., at the workplace) need to allow or call for the demonstra-
tion of the strength, as trait- related behaviour needs conducive circumstances to be displayed (Saucier 
et al., 2007; Ten Berge & De Raad, 1999). Formal situations like the workplace might not always encour-
age behaviour that suits an individual's trait pattern (Ten Berge & De Raad, 1999). Signature strengths 
use induces positive states like feeling competent and invigorated (Peterson & Seligman, 2004).

Along with the emergence of the strengths use as a construct in positive psychology, perceived or-
ganizational support for strengths use has also received scholarly attention (Keenan & Mostert, 2013). 
Perceived organizational support for strengths use refers to the extent to which employees perceive that 
their organizations support them to use their strengths at the workplace (Keenan & Mostert, 2013; van 
Woerkom, Bakker, & Nishii, 2016).

We applied the motivational process of JD- R theory (Bakker et al., 2023; Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; 
Demerouti et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Taris & Schaufeli, 2015) as an underlying framework for 
our study. One fundamental assumption of the JD- R theory is that different job characteristics can be cat-
egorized into two categories: job demands and job resources. Later on, an extension was made by including 
personal resources and how they operate concerning the model's processes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; 

organizational performance, organizational support for strengths use, 
personal resource, signature strengths use, turnover, turnover intentions, 
work engagement
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Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Bakker and Demerouti (2014) suggested that personal resources can play a 
similar role as job resources. Furthermore, the JD- R theory proposes that job demands and resources 
initiate two different processes, such as a health- impairment process and a motivational process, respec-
tively. Job demands are supposed to play a crucial role in the health- impairment process but not in the 
motivational process (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Personal and job resources initiate a motivational pro-
cess that may lead to high work engagement and performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Substantial 
evidence exists for these dual pathways and confirms the unique outcomes of the two processes (Bakker 
et al., 2004; Hakanen et al., 2008; Simbula, 2010). Accordingly, some researchers have exclusively focused 
on the unique contribution of resources in the motivational process (Wang et al., 2023; Xanthopoulou 
et al., 2009) concerning different outcomes. In line with this practice, personal and job resources (signa-
ture strengths use and organizational support for strengths use) were taken as antecedents to examine 
their contribution to organization- level outcomes (organizational performance and turnover) through 
employee- level outcomes (work engagement, job performance, and turnover intentions).

Personal resources are aspects of the self that are generally linked to resiliency and refer to individuals' 
sense of their ability to control and impact their environment successfully (Hobfoll et al., 2003). Signature 
strengths use, similar to personal resources conveys motivational and emotional features of fulfilment 
like excitement, yearning, inevitability, discovery, and invigoration (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). We 
studied these personal resources at the antecedent level considering the nature and established role of 
signature strengths use as an antecedent for different work- related outcomes (Harzer et al., 2017; Hoge 
et al., 2020). Employees who use their strengths in the workplace are inclined to perform better and 
are more proactive (Dubreuil et al., 2014; Harzer & Ruch, 2014), and have lesser turnover intentions 
(Mahomed & Rothmann, 2020). Moreover, the application of strengths at work relates to a variety of 
positive outcomes such as increasing productivity (up to 12.5%) and decreasing turnover rates (up to 
50%; cf. Hodges & Asplund, 2010).

Job resources refer to those physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that 
are functional in achieving work goals, reducing job demands and the associated physiological and psy-
chological costs, or stimulating personal growth, learning, and development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; 
Demerouti et al., 2001). In line with previous studies (Keenan & Mostert, 2013; van Woerkom, Bakker, & 
Nishii, 2016), perceived organizational support for strengths use being the organizational aspect of the job 
in achieving work goals was taken as a job resource. Organization- wide approaches enable employees to 
use their strengths as much and as often as possible at work (van Woerkom & Meyers, 2015; van Woerkom, 
Mostert, et al., 2016). Such holistic approaches become manifest in employees' perceptions of organiza-
tional support for the use of their strengths. Hence, perceived organizational support for strengths use is an 
important job resource that helps employees to achieve their work goals and engage in activities that foster 
their personal development. It is also important for organizations that struggle to gain a competitive ad-
vantage (van Woerkom, Bakker, & Nishii, 2016). The role of job resources as an antecedent of work- related 
outcomes is quite established (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) and has also been 
examined with respect to organizational outcomes (Rahmadani et al., 2020; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).

Practitioner points

• An extended motivational process of the JD- R theory was supported by employing that per-
sonal and job resources validly predict organizational outcomes.

• The research provides an optimistic view of strengths use at work. Practitioners and coaches 
can apply interventions to enhance signature strengths use for likely benefits at the indi-
vidual and organizational levels.

• Our findings also provide evidence that organizational support for strengths use is a win- 
win situation for both employees and employers.
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As per the JD- R theory, work engagement is taken as an intermediate mechanism that connects 
the resources with outcomes. Work engagement is defined as a positive, fulfilling, work- related state 
of mind that is characterized by vigour, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Previous 
research examined the role of strengths use and support for strengths use for work engagement either 
by utilizing JD- R theory (Stander & Mostert, 2013; van Woerkom, Mostert, et al., 2016) or other posi-
tive psychology frameworks (Lavy & Littman- Ovadia, 2017; Meyers et al., 2019). Work engagement is 
also considered important for organization- level outcomes as it contributes to bottom- line indicators 
(Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010). In the present research, it was therefore expected that the effect of 
signature strengths use and perceived organizational support for strengths use on organizational per-
formance and turnover is sequentially mediated by work engagement and employee- level outcomes (i.e., 
job performance and turnover intentions).

As an employee- level outcome, job performance is defined as the aggregated value of the distinct 
behavioural episodes that an individual performs over a standard interval of time for the organization 
(Motowidlo, 2003). Different models and dimensions of job performance have emerged over time. The 
two known dimensions are in- role versus extra- role performance (Campbell, 1990; Jex & Britt, 2008). 
In- role performance includes the activities that are related to employees' formal role requirements (i.e., 
technical aspects of a given job) while extra- role performance includes activities other than formal 
role requirements (i.e., skills that transcend the specific content of a job such as communication skills 
and being a team player) that promote organizational effectiveness (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). 
Organizations strive to improve employees' job performance as well as retain their top performers 
(Ulrich, 1997). Contrary to retention is the issue of turnover intentions, the second employee- level 
outcome of the present study. Turnover intentions affect the probability that an employee will leave an 
organization (Mobley et al., 1978), because they are a conscious and deliberate inclination to leave the 
organization (Tett & Meyer, 1993). Behavioural intention is a reliable determinant of actual behaviour. 
This implies that turnover intention can be used as a proxy for actual turnover ( Jaros et al., 1993; 
Muliawan et al., 2009; Steel & Ovalle, 1984). Hence, job performance and turnover intentions were 
considered two parallel mediators between resources and organizational outcomes.

Literature highlights the importance of the role of top management's outcome in the organizational 
outcome (e.g., CEO burnout and firm performance; Sirén et al., 2018). Though strengths focus is nec-
essary at all levels, it is important that leaders exhibit an openness to use strengths (Biswas- Diener 
et al., 2017). Considering the crucial role of leaders in business- level outcomes, the present investigation 
utilized a sample of top management from different branches of a large bank in Pakistan. Moreover, 
both perceived (perceived organizational performance) and objective measures (objective organiza-
tional performance and turnover) of organizational outcomes were taken to allow for a more fine- 
grained investigation.

The first organizational outcome of the present study, organizational performance, is an umbrella 
term that covers a number of business activities and how they are accomplished. The concept of organi-
zational performance refers to whether the organization does well in performing the administrative and 
operational functions according to the mission and whether the organization produces the actions and 
outputs according to the mission of the institutional mandate (Kim, 2005). Organizational performance 
can be measured using objective and/or subjective indicators. Objective indicators measure organiza-
tional performance in terms of financial or tangible outcomes and acclaim to reduce the probability of 
common method variance (Wall & Wood, 2005). On the other hand, subjective indicators of organi-
zational performance (also termed perceived indicators) make use of the self- ratings of employees, top 
management, or key stakeholders and are regarded as a reasonable alternative (Allen & Helms, 2002) 
to study organizational performance. The second organizational outcome, turnover is the movement 
of an employee out of an organization (Coomber & Barriball, 2007). Employee turnover is a major 
concern of all sizes and types of companies including the banking sector (Shukla & Sinha, 2013; Sun 
& Wang, 2017). Different factors influence turnover. For instance, high performers may find it easier 
to find alternative jobs, so when they are unhappy, they can afford to quit their jobs voluntarily (Sun 
& Wang, 2017; Williams & Livingstone, 1994). In contrast, the extent to which employees feel that the 
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organization supplies them with the required support for strengths use may lead to lower levels of turn-
over intentions (Els et al., 2018) a known precursor for actual turnover (Muliawan et al., 2009).

The present study

Despite the growing interest in the topic of strengths use and perceived organizational support for 
strengths use (Miglianico et al., 2020), little is known about their impact on organizational outcomes 
(Hodges & Asplund, 2010; van Woerkom, Bakker, & Nishii, 2016). Analogously, there is a huge urge 
to investigate the role of personal and job resources for group and organization- level variables (Bakker 
& Demerouti, 2017). The researchers tested the JD- R theory on team/organizational outcomes either 
by testing the whole model at the team level (Torrente et al., 2012) or by taking team/organizational 
outcomes (i.e., team effectiveness, team innovation, financial returns) through the mediating mecha-
nism of work engagement or burnout (Bakker et al., 2008; Rahmadani et al., 2020; Xanthopoulou 
et al., 2009). However, these studies have not explored organizational outcomes through employee- level 
outcomes, whereas literature guides the contribution of employee- level variables to organizational- level 
variables (Alfalla- Luque et al., 2015; Bakotić, 2016; Kim, 2005; Mabey & Raminez, 2005). For instance, 
the effects of performance constructs on higher- level outcomes like organizational productivity have 
sparsely been examined (Carpini et al., 2017). Moreover, the role of work engagement in JD- R theory 
has been explored recently by a meta- analysis (Mazzetti et al., 2021) considering different antecedents 
and outcomes. The findings showed that the effect size of personal resources was higher than other 
kinds of resources (i.e., job resources). Furthermore, the effect sizes for job outcomes (job satisfaction, 
commitment, job performance, and turnover intentions) were higher than wellbeing- related outcomes.

Building on the existing literature, the present study aimed to extend the application of two frame-
works (i.e., the JD- R theory and the VIA Classification; Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; Peterson & 
Seligman, 2004) from employee work behaviours to organization- level outcomes. The theoretical model 
of the present study extends the role of personal and job resources from employee to organizational 
outcomes (i.e., perceived and objective organizational performance, and turnover) through serial and 
parallel mediation (i.e., work engagement, job performance, and turnover intentions). Serial mediation 
assumes a causal chain linking the mediators with a specified direction of causal flow (Hayes, 2012). For 
instance, signature strengths use possibly will increase work engagement which may increase job per-
formance and thus can increase perceived organizational performance, whereas parallel mediation as-
sumes that more than one mediator exists in the model that is parallel to one another (Hayes, 2013). For 
example, work engagement may increase top managers' performance as well as decrease their turnover 
intentions and thus both may increase perceived organizational performance. The theoretical model is 
presented in Figure 1.

The first set of hypotheses focuses on the role of signature strengths use as a personal resource for 
organizational outcomes. In accordance with the proposition of the JD- R theory, personal resources can 
play a similar role as job resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014). Likewise, signature strengths use is an 
established antecedent contributing positively to positive outcomes (Dubreuil et al., 2014; Harzer 
et al., 2017) and inversely to negative outcomes (Mahomed & Rothmann, 2020). For these reasons, this 
personal resource was taken as an antecedent in the present study and the following hypotheses were 
formulated.1

 1While critically reviewing the JD- R theory, Schaufeli and Taris (2014) elaborated that interaction between personal and environmental factors 
results in human behaviour (the same applies to work behaviours). Personal resources have been integrated into theory in different ways. 
However, which place they should take is as yet unclear. Previous studies have explored the role of personal resources at different levels such as 
an antecedent variable, mediating, and moderating mechanisms (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, 2008) for different work- related outcomes. We 
positioned signature strengths use as a personal resource at the antecedent level akin to perceived organizational support for strengths use as a 
job resource in the model to examine their distinct role for a host of workplace outcomes. However, considering the literature about the 
ambiguous position of personal resources in the JD- R theory, we tested the moderating effects of personal resources along with job resources 
as an additional analysis.
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Hypothesis 1a. The effect of signature strengths use on perceived organizational perfor-
mance is mediated by work engagement, job performance, and turnover intentions (serial 
and parallel mediators).

Hypothesis 1b. The effect of signature strengths use on objective organizational perfor-
mance is mediated by work engagement, job performance, and turnover intentions (serial 
and parallel mediators).

Hypothesis 1c. The effect of signature strengths use on turnover is mediated by work 
engagement, job performance, and turnover intentions (serial and parallel mediators).

The second set of hypotheses aims to examine the role of organizational support for strengths use as 
a job resource for organizational outcomes. Literature indicated that perceived organizational support 
for strengths use is positively related to work engagement (Botha & Mostert, 2014), job performance 
(Stander et al., 2014), and negatively related to turnover intentions (Els et al., 2018). Similarly, the role of 
job resources as antecedent in work- related outcomes is fairly established (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; 
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) and has also been examined limitedly for the organizational outcome 
(Rahmadani et al., 2020; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Bearing this in mind, the following hypotheses 
were formulated:

Hypothesis 2a. The effect of perceived organizational support for strengths use on per-
ceived organizational performance is mediated by work engagement, job performance, and 
turnover intentions (serial and parallel mediators).

Hypothesis 2b. The effect of perceived organizational support for strengths use on ob-
jective organizational performance is mediated by work engagement, job performance, and 
turnover intentions (serial and parallel mediators).

Hypothesis 2c. The effect of perceived organizational support for strengths use on turn-
over is mediated by work engagement, job performance, and turnover intentions (serial and 
parallel mediators).

F I G U R E  1  Proposed research model based on the extended motivational process of the JD- R theory.
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METHOD

Participants and procedure

We collected data from 202 top managers from 56 branches (2– 6 managers from each branch) of a large 
bank in Pakistan. The participants (185 men and 17 women) had a mean age of 44.46 years (SD = 5.59; 
range 34– 58 years). The sample was highly educated as most of the participants had 18 years of education 
(n = 127) and the rest of them had 16 years of education (n = 75). The participants had higher representa-
tion from urban areas of Pakistan (n = 150) and relatively lower representation from rural areas (n = 52). 
Most of the participants (i.e., 57.4%) belonged to the nuclear family system, and the remaining 42.6% 
participants belonged to the joint family system. The participants were approached after the prior ap-
proval from the Center for Assessment Research and Employees Evaluation of the bank. They were 
informed about the purpose and requirements of the study and data collection proceeded after their 
formal consent. The participants completed all the assessment measures utilizing the in- house data col-
lection software of the bank. Furthermore, concerned departments of the bank provided information 
and objective data for the assessment of organizational outcomes (i.e., objective organizational perfor-
mance and turnover).

Measures

The Perceived Organizational Support for Strengths Use Scale (POSSU; Keenan & Mostert, 2013) is an 8- item 
measure assessing employees' perceptions of the extent to which their organization aims at using their 
strengths. Participants rate the extent to which each item adequately describes their perception of or-
ganizational support on a 7- point Likert scale ranging from 1 = almost never to 7 = almost always. A sample 
item is “This organization uses my strengths”. The internal consistency of the scale was α = .89 in the 
present research.

The Signature strengths use was computed by combining individual results of the Values in Action 
Inventory of Strengths- Mixed (VIA- IS- M; McGrath, 2017) and the Applicability of Character 
Strengths Rating Scales (ACS- RS; Harzer & Ruch, 2013). The VIA- IS- M (McGrath, 2017; Peterson 
& Seligman, 2004) is a 96- item measure assessing the possession of 24 character strengths of the VIA 
Classification. Participants rate the extent to which each item adequately describes them on a 5- point 
Likert scale ranging from 1 = not like me at all to 5 = very much like me. The ACS- RS (Harzer & Ruch, 2013) 
is a 96- item measure assessing the degree to which each of the character strengths is applicable at work. 
Short paragraphs are provided for each of the 24 character strengths, describing character strengths- 
relevant behaviour which was rated on a five- point Likert- scale (1 = never through 5 = [almost] always) 
indicating if (a) this behaviour is demanded, (b) perceived as helpful, (c) perceived as important for the 
individual, and (d) actually displayed in the daily working context.

For the computation of signature strengths use, any particular character strengths must be pos-
sessed as signature strength (top seven). Ranking the 24 character strengths of VIA- IS- M from the 
highest to the lowest provided information about ‘signature strengths’ (McGrath, 2017; Peterson & 
Seligman, 2004). A signature strength was only defined as being used at work (see Harzer & Ruch, 2013), 
if (a) the VIA- IS- M score of that particular signature strength (self- rating) was 3.5 or higher (i.e., this is 
equal to possessing a character strength ‘at least slightly’) and if (b) the ACS- RS score of that particular 
signature strength was 4 or higher (i.e., this is equal to applicability that is at least rated as ‘often’). As a 
result, individual scores of signature strengths use varied between 0 and 7. This conceptualization and 
computation of signature strengths use is defined as a form of character strengths- related person- job 
fit (see Harzer et al., 2017; Harzer & Ruch, 2016) that best matches the need- supplies- fit. In accordance 
with the assumptions of needs- supplies fit, the individual's signature strengths form the individual's need 
to be approved to behave congruently with those strengths (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). The more 
frequently job tasks allow for the use of individuals' signature strengths, the more the job supplies this 
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need (Harzer & Ruch, 2013) and the closer the match. This operationalization (Harzer & Ruch, 2013) 
has been utilized in some previous studies as well (Harzer et al., 2017; Hoge et al., 2020; Strecker 
et al., 2020).

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES, Shorter version; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) is a 9- item 
measure assessing work engagement (three items for each subscale). Participants rate the extent to which 
each item adequately describes them on a 7- point Likert scale ranging from 0 = never to 6 = always. It 
measures work engagement through three subscales (i.e., vigour, dedication, and absorption). However, 
total scores were computed in the present study. A sample item is ‘I am proud on the work that I do’. 
Internal consistency of UWES- 9 was α = .74 in the present research.

The Job Performance Scale (Goodman & Svyantek, 1999; Shorter version by Xanthopoulou et al., 2008) 
is a 6- item scale measuring two dimensions of job performance including in- role and extra- role perfor-
mance (3 items per subscale). In the current research, an employee's job performance is operationalized 
as a combination of the employees' in- role performance and extra- role performance (see Bakker & 
Bal, 2010; Rahmadani et al., 2020 for similar operationalization). Participants rate the extent to which 
each item adequately describes them on a 7- point Likert scale ranging from 0 = not at all characteristic to 
6 = totally characteristic. A sample item is “I volunteer to do things not formally required by the job”. In the 
present research, the internal consistency of the overall scale is α = .60.

The Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (MOAQ; Cammann et al., 1979) is a question-
naire out of which three items assessing turnover intentions were taken. Participants rate the extent to 
which each item adequately describes them on a 5- point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 
5 = strongly agree. A sample item is ‘I often think about quitting’. The internal consistency of the turnover 
intentions scale was α = .78 in the present research.

Organizational performance was measured in two ways viz. perceived organizational performance 
(branch performance perceived by the top managers) and objective organizational performance (ob-
jective ratings of branch performance). The utilization of objective organizational performance along 
with perceived organizational performance may overcome the issues in these two forms of ratings and 
provide a comprehensive picture.

The Perceived Organizational Performance Scale (Kim, 2005) is a 12- item measure assessing perceived or-
ganizational performance (two items per each subscale; internal and external efficiency, internal and ex-
ternal effectiveness, as well as internal and external fairness). Participants rate the extent to which each 
item adequately describes them on a 5- point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree. In the present research, a total score was computed. A sample item is ‘My branch is trying to re-
duce cost in managing the organization and performing works’. Internal consistency was α = .55 in the 
present study.

Objective Organizational Performance is the measure of annual bank branch performance based on sev-
eral objective criteria such as branch productivity, quality, service, and costs. The bank records these 
financial and non- financial indicators that contribute to the relative efficiency of bank branches. In 
the present study, 56 branches of a commercial/private bank were included, and the headquarters 
provided ratings of all branches from 1 to 10. The said measurement highlights the strengths and 
weaknesses of the branches, their overall performance, and relative operating efficiency for internal 
benchmarking.

The Turnover is the percentage of employees who have left the branch during the whole year. The turn-
over rate for a given year is the number of employees who left the bank divided by the number of employ-
ees working in that year and expressed as a percentage. The turnover rate was provided by 56 branches.

Strategy of analysis

We collected data at two levels (i.e., individual and organization) in the present study. We recruited 
only branch heads and top managers considering the important role of top management in the organi-
zational outcome which restricted the number of participants from each branch (e.g., 4 branches with 
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2 managers). However, at least five members are required at the individual level in a group for multi-
level analysis (Maas & Hox, 2005). Therefore, the organization- level data of branch performance and 
turnover was disaggregated into 202 top managers. Sample size adequacy was fulfilled for Structural 
Equational Modelling as sample size plays a substantial impact in achieving statistical significance, both 
in small and large sample sizes (Hair Jr et al., 2014). The sample of the present study was adequate ac-
cording to Quintana and Maxwell (1999) who suggested at least 200 participants for meaningful values 
of statistical indices. Therefore, the final model was tested considering the dependent variable (i.e., per-
ceived organizational performance, objective organizational performance, and turnover). Before model 
testing using RStudio, certain prerequisites (i.e., absence of missing data and outliers, normality, linearity, 
sample size adequacy) were checked and fulfilled.

R ESULTS

Descriptive and correlation analyses

Descriptive statistics and correlation of study variables were analysed. Table 1 provides an overview of 
descriptive statistics (minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation) as well as inter- correlations 
of signature strengths use and perceived organizational support for strengths use with the employee 
and organizational outcomes. Please see Table S1 for descriptive statistics and reliability of VIA- IS- M 
and ACS- RS.

Table 1 shows that the study variables demonstrated satisfactory variability in response (except per-
ceived and objective organizational performance which exhibited range restriction to some extent). 
Signature strengths use and perceived organizational support for strengths use positively correlated 
with work engagement, job performance, and organizational performance, whereas negatively cor-
related with turnover intentions and turnover. Work engagement was positively related to job perfor-
mance and organizational performance while negatively related to turnover intentions and turnover. 
Job performance did not correlate with turnover. The significant relationship of turnover intentions 
with turnover plus perceived organizational performance with objective organizational performance 
established the convergent validity of objective indicators.

Hypotheses testing

The hypothesized model was analysed using the lavaan package in RStudio. Model fit indices of the ini-
tial model indicated a poor fit. Therefore, model modifications were done to achieve a good fit (Hooper 
et al., 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Four suggested modifications were performed in the final model based 
on the criteria of Arbuckle (2004) that modification indices for covariance should be at least 4.0. These 
modifications (i.e., correlations between the error terms of self- rated mediators [work engagement, job 
performance, and turnover intentions] as well as between the error terms the objective organizational 
outcomes [objective organizational performance and turnover]) provided a good fit for the final model 
presented in Table 2. The model fit indices of the final model were in line with the recommendations of 
Hu and Bentler (1999) who suggested RMSEA value below or close to .06, SRMR value between 0 and 
.08, CFI, TLI, and NFI value of .95 or higher for a good model fit.

Furthermore, unstandardized direct and indirect effects and robust standard error were assessed. 
Figure 2 provided an overview of direct effects and robust standard error.

Figure 2 shows that signature strengths use and perceived organizational support for strengths use 
predicted work engagement. Moreover, work engagement positively predicted job performance and 
negatively predicted turnover intentions. Among these two parallel mediators, job performance posi-
tively predicted both perceived and objective performance while turnover intention positively predicted 
actual turnover.
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Hypotheses 1 a– c stated that signature strengths use is likely to have an effect on organizational 
outcomes (perceived and objective organizational performance as well as turnover) through top man-
agers' work engagement, turnover intentions, and job performance. Hypotheses 2 a– c stated that per-
ceived organizational support for strengths use is likely to have an effect on organizational outcomes 
(perceived and objective organizational performance as well as turnover) through top managers' work 
engagement, turnover intentions, and job performance. Table 3 provides an overview of standard-
ized direct and indirect effects and robust standard error of signature strengths use and support for 
strengths use.

Table 3 shows that signature strengths use had a significant total indirect effect on perceived or-
ganizational performance (β = .05, p < .05) and objective organizational performance (β = .05, p < .05). 
Moreover, signature strengths use had an indirect effect on perceived organizational performance 
(β = .06, p < .01) and objective organizational performance (β = .05, p < .05) through work engagement 
and job performance. It also showed a significant indirect effect of signature strengths use on turnover 
through work engagement and turnover intentions (β = −.03, p < .05). The result also showed that sig-
nature strengths use predicted perceived organizational performance (β = .43, p < .001) and objective 
organizational performance (β = .25, p < .001). This indicated that the effect of signature strengths use 
on perceived and objective organizational performance was direct as well as indirect through serial and 
parallel mediators (Hypotheses 1a and 1b accepted).

Table 3 also showed that organizational support for strengths use had a significant total indirect ef-
fect on perceived organizational performance (β = .14, p < .01), and objective organizational perfor-
mance (β = .12, p < .01). Moreover, organizational support for strengths use had an indirect effect on 
perceived organizational performance (β = .15, p < .001) and objective organizational performance 
(β = .12, p < .001) through work engagement and job performance. It also showed a significant indirect 

T A B L E  2  Model fit indices (N = 202).

Model χ2 df CFI TLI NFI SRMR RMSEA

Model 1 124.89 11 .77 .40 .76 .10 .23

Model 2 8.97 7 1.00 .98 .98 .02 .04

Note: N = 202 top managers. All changes in the chi- square values are computed relative to the model, χ2 > .05.
Abbreviations: CFI, Comparative fit indices; df, degree of freedom; NFI, Normed Fit Index; RMSEA, Root mean square error approximation; 
SRMR, Standardized root mean square residual; TLI, Tucker– Lewis Index; χ2, chi- square.

F I G U R E  2  N = 202. Multivariate model representing standardized regression co- efficient and robust standard error 
(reported in parentheses). AT, Actual turnover; JP, Job performance scale; OOP, Objective organizational performance; 
POP, Perceived organizational performance; POSSU, Perceived organizational support for strengths use; SSU, Signature 
strengths use; TI, Turnover intentions; WE, Work engagement. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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effect of support for strengths use on turnover through work engagement and turnover intentions 
(β = −.08, p < .05). This indicated that the effects of perceived organizational support for strengths use 
on perceived and objective organizational performance were indirect through serial and parallel media-
tors (Hypotheses 2a and 2b accepted).2

DISCUSSION

The present study examined the role of signature strengths use and perceived organizational support 
for strengths use for organizational outcomes. The greater interest was to test and extend the moti-
vational process of the JD- R theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; Demerouti et al., 2001; Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004) as a mechanism through which signature strengths use (as personal resource) and organi-
zational support for strengths use (as job resource) operate for the organizational outcomes (organiza-
tional performance and turnover). The study utilized a sample of top managers from the banking sector 
and benefited from perceived and objective ratings of the organizational outcomes allowing for a more 
fine- grained test of the hypotheses. Most of the results were in the expected direction and consistent 
with previous literature. The findings corroborated the extended motivational process of JD- R theory 
supporting serial mediation of work engagement with two parallel mediators (job performance and 
turnover intentions) between resources and organizational outcomes. Furthermore, the results showed 
that these relations were mainly additive as opposed to interactive highlighting the distinct contribution 
of personal and job resources to organization- level outcomes. In addition, the study compared and con-
cluded that personal and job resources explain specific parts of the variance in organizational outcomes 
above and beyond each other as they were examined simultaneously. Taken together, it is concluded that 
strengths- related resources matter at work.

 2An additional analysis regarding the moderating effect of personal resources along with job resources was also performed in RStudio using 
the lavaan package. It was expected that personal and job resources have an interactive effect on organization- level outcomes through top 
managers' work engagement, turnover intentions, and job performance. Only the interactive effects are presented to avoid replication. Overall, 
findings indicated that interaction/moderation of job and personal resources have no significant total effect on perceived organizational 
performance (β = −.08, p = .32), objective organizational performance (β = −.04, p = .52), and actual turnover (β = −.05, p = .40). The findings 
support the additive role of resources more than the interactive role (Vleugels et al., 2022).

T A B L E  3  Standardized estimates and robust standard error of direct and indirect effects.

Models

POP OOP TO

β SE β SE β SE

SSU→POP/OOP/TO (Direct effects) .43*** .02 .25*** .04 −.09 .19

SSU→WE→JP→POP/OOP/TO (Indirect effect) .06** .00 .05* .01 −.005 .03

SSU→WE→TI→POP/OOP/TO (Indirect effect) −.001 .00 −.001 .00 −.03* .03

SSU→WE→JP & TI→POP/OOP/TO (Total indirect 
effects)

.05* .01 .05* .01 −.03 .05

POSSU→POP/OOP/TO (Direct effects) .05 .03 .10 .07 −.08 .31

POSSU→WE→JP→POP/OOP/TO (Indirect effect) .15*** .01 .12*** .03 −.01 .13

POSSU→WE→TI→POP/OOP/TO (Indirect effect) −.002 .01 −.001 .02 −.08* .11

POSSU→WE→JP & TI→POP/OOP/TO (Total 
indirect effects)

.14** .02 .12** .04 .05 .12

Note: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Abbreviations: JP, Job performance; OOP, Objective organizational performance; POP, Perceived organizational performance; 
POSSU, Perceived organizational support for strengths use; SSU, Signature strengths use; TI, Turnover intentions; TO, Turnover; WE, Work 
engagement.
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Personal resources and organizational outcomes

The findings supported the first set of hypotheses (1a and b) suggesting that signature strengths use 
as a personal resource initiates a sequence of desirable outcomes, through increased work engagement, 
reduced turnover intentions and improved job performance further predicting better organizational 
performance. These findings are supportive of the core theoretical notion of the VIA Classification 
of Character Strengths that the exercise of signature strengths embodies motivational and emotional 
features of fulfilment (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). Signature strengths use has been found as an im-
portant resource for employees at work (Harzer & Ruch, 2013; Peterson et al., 2010; Seligman, 2002; 
Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). For instance, Lavy and Littman- Ovadia (2017) found the media-
tional role of work engagement between strengths use and employee productivity. Despite the fact that 
substantial evidence exists on the role of signature strengths use for work- related outcomes, yet several 
questions remain unanswered. In particular, Bakker and van Woerkom (2018) identified an emergent 
need to explain the mechanisms through which strengths use operates.

In a similar vein, the findings can be understood in terms of the motivational process of the JD- R 
theory that suggests the mediating role of work engagement in explaining the association between re-
sources and outcomes. Personal resources are individuals' sense of their ability to control and impact 
their environment successfully (Hobfoll et al., 2003). In this sense, signature strengths use may be seen 
as a personal resource because employing one's signature strengths may foster work motivation which 
in turn leads to better job performance, decreases strain, and buffers the negative effects of demands 
(Harzer, 2020). Previously, Xanthopoulou et al. (2008) found a significant effect of personal resources 
on employees' job performance and that this effect was mediated through work engagement.

Considering the recent surge to understand the micro- foundations of organizational performance 
(Ployhart & Hale Jr, 2014), the present study contributed to the extension of the motivational pro-
cess from employee job performance to organizational performance. This path was supported by 
the literature on the role of job performance in organizational performance (Brewer & Selden, 2000) 
and organizational effectiveness (Malik et al., 2011). As mentioned earlier, the role of signature 
strengths use (or personal resources) for organizational performance is understudied. As an exception, 
Xanthopoulou et al. (2009) studied the role of personal resources for financial returns as an indicator of 
unit performance. However, the expected relationship between the three personal resources (efficacy, 
organizational- based self- esteem, and optimism) and financial returns was not supported. Moreover, 
they considered personal resources as process variables, whereas the present study deemed personal 
resources as the antecedent variable. In addition to the previously discussed indirect effects, the present 
study also supported the direct contribution of signature strengths use to organizational performance. 
One possible explanation for this could be that signature strengths are theorized to improve individuals' 
functioning as well as of the organizations (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). This finding implicates that 
person- related constructs such as human capital and capacity (Becker & Gerhart, 1996) and leadership 
(Thompson, 1996) directly contribute to organizational performance. Similarly, Cameron et al. (2011) 
studied related constructs and found that positive practices predicted organizational performance. 
The contribution of character strengths in economic decision- making was also explored by Jordan and 
Rand (2018) who factor analysed character strengths. They found that one of the four factors of charac-
ter strengths is associated with various factors of decision- making such as reliance on reason, intuitive 
decision- making, and deliberative decision- making.

Hypothesis 1c was partially accepted, the findings supported that signature strengths use, through 
work engagement, leads to lower turnover intentions that further contribute to lowering turnover. 
Previously, Mahomed and Rothmann (2020) explored the effects of strengths use on intentions to 
leave through different mediating mechanisms (e.g., autonomy satisfaction). Taking insight from the 
JD- R theory, Borst et al. (2019) analysed the role of personal resources in turnover intention through 
work engagement. Similar to the present study's finding, they established the effect of personal re-
sources on turnover intentions through an energetic state of work engagement. Though, Hodges and 
Asplund (2010) concluded that the application of strengths at work relates to decreasing turnover rates 
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(up to 50%). However, the role of personal resources for turnover through mediating mechanisms was 
understudied and marks one of the main contributions of the present study.

Job resources and organizational outcomes

According to hypotheses 2 a– c, the role of serial and parallel mediators was expected between per-
ceived organizational support for strengths use and organizational outcomes. This assumption was 
fulfilled for perceived and objective organizational performance. The findings suggested that or-
ganizational support for strengths use leads to high job performance and low turnover intentions 
through work engagement. This high job performance and low turnover intentions, in turn, lead 
to better organizational performance. One explanation for the role of organizational support for 
strengths use in organizational performance might be their intrinsic motivational aspect. For ex-
ample, job resources are thought to be functional in achieving work goals, and stimulating personal 
growth, learning, and development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001). The find-
ings suggest that those employees who perceive and feel the work environment as to be adequate, 
safe, and congenial are prone to develop a positive attitude towards various job components such 
as work engagement which ultimately results in higher job performance among these employees 
(Meyers et al., 2020).

These findings can also be understood in the light of organizational support theory. Based on the 
norm of reciprocity, the theory states that employees who receive organizational resources are expected 
to compensate their organization with a high level of performance (Armeli et al., 1998). In this sense, 
perceived organizational support for strengths use is known as a concrete kind of support from the or-
ganization/employer (Ding et al., 2020) and is recognized as an important job resource (van Woerkom, 
Bakker, & Nishii, 2016). Nevertheless, limited studies have explored the role of job resources in differ-
ent indicators of organizational performance through the mediation of work engagement or burnout. 
For example, Xanthopoulou et al. (2009) found that job resources like supervisory coaching predict 
financial returns through the work engagement of employees. Similarly, Bakker et al. (2008) found that 
cynicism as a subscale of burnout mediated the relationship between job resources and objective team 
performance.

The effect of perceived organizational support for strengths use as a job resource on turnover via 
serial and parallel mediators was not supported in the present study. This non- significant finding could 
have several possible explanations such as assessment types (perceived vs. objective) and levels (em-
ployee vs. branch). Furthermore, the turnover rate reported in the present study did not differentiate 
between voluntary and involuntary turnover. Theoretically, these two forms differ and have different 
contributing factors. For instance, higher involuntary turnover may suggest potential problems at the 
organizational level (e.g., hiring strategies; Shaw et al., 1998). In a previous study, a negative association 
between perceived organizational support for strengths use and company- registered sickness absentee-
ism (a related withdrawal behaviour) was established (van Woerkom, Bakker, & Nishii, 2016) but no 
mediating mechanism was considered. Therefore, future research should examine this phenomenon 
after careful examination of contributing factors. Overall, it is summarized that strengths- related re-
sources (personal and job) significantly explain their predictive indirect effect on perceived and objec-
tive organizational performance.3

Interestingly, the serial indirect effects indicated the prominent role of job performance in or-
ganizational performance and turnover intentions in turnover. This finding holds an important 

 3The findings of moderation analysis specify that the relationships were mainly additive as opposed to interactive. This indicated the role of 
two independent pathways associated with both kinds of organizational performance, one under the direct as well as indirect control of the 
organization (perceived organizational support for strengths use) and one under the direct as well as indirect control of the person (signature 
strengths use). Therefore, both need to be addressed separately to get the best outcomes in terms of improving organizational performance and 
reducing turnover. These findings were consistent with the literature exploring the role of job and personal resources in the health impairment 
process of the JD- R theory (Vleugels et al., 2022).
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direction and draws attention to the established role of job performance in organizational perfor-
mance (Brewer & Selden, 2000) and organizational effectiveness (Malik et al., 2011). Moreover, it 
also strengthens turnover intentions to the turnover behaviour link (van Breukelen et al., 2004) 
that can be understood in terms of the theory of reasoned action and the theory of planned be-
haviour. Both theories propose that attitudes towards behaviour are strong predictors of behaviour 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). In a model of turnover decision- making (Mobley, 1977), the intention to 
withdraw is considered to be the last cognitive step before the turnover behaviour (van Breukelen 
et al., 2004). Furthermore, this theoretical argument is also supported by several empirical studies 
(Cho & Lewis, 2012; Griffeth et al., 2000). In addition, we compared the explained variance in 
organization- level outcomes by both types of resources above and beyond each other. In our data, 
results indicated that perceived organizational supports for strengths use as a job resource explained 
greater variance than signature strengths use as a personal resource. However, the differences were 
marginal for objective organizational outcomes. Putting together, the findings have set the ground 
to examine the contribution of these resources and employee work behaviours for organization- level 
outcomes.

Limitations and future directions

The study has certain limitations that need to be acknowledged and deserve future research. First, 
the study attempted to test and extend the motivational process of the JD- R theory precluding job 
demands in the model. It is recommended, future studies should include relevant demands along 
with strengths- related resources to test underlying assumptions comprehensively. Second, the study 
was conducted using a homogeneous sample of top managers that were highly educated profes-
sionals taken from different branches of the same bank. This allows us to reach specific conclu-
sions about the managerial role in the banking sector. However, it limits the generalizability of the 
findings across other job levels and sectors. Therefore, it is important to further test the external 
validity of the present findings for other working populations. Third, the present study was based 
on self- report measures of all variables (except objective organizational performance and turnover) 
that might lead to a common method variance problem. Specifically, self- ratings of job performance 
may have been an issue and future research might benefit from other ratings of job performance, 
for example, from supervisors, colleagues, or subordinates. Moreover, available objective data on 
organizational turnover did not distinguish between voluntary and involuntary turnover. In theory, 
these forms of turnover differ and have unique contributing factors at different levels. Hence, future 
research should focus on different types of turnover and corresponding personal and organizational 
factors to understand their relative contribution as well as to suggest relevant interventions. Fourth, 
the present study extended the motivational process of the JD- R theory from employee outcomes 
to organizational outcomes but did not analyse the data at multi- levels (leaders and branch level) 
due to the restricted number of top managers from each branch. In contrast, the inclusion of mid-
dle management or branch- level staff could have increased representation from each branch, but 
the selected organizational performance indicators were less relevant to their role. Therefore, the 
desegregation of the branch- level data was done. It is recommended to use more advanced software 
for data analysis to deal with such datasets. Lastly, during the model testing, correlations between 
the error terms were drawn to better fit the measurement model. However, it was ensured that corre-
lated measurement errors do not significantly alter the parameter estimates of the model. Allowing 
correlation between measurement errors has f laws even when correlated measurement errors do not 
significantly alter parameter estimates (Gerbing & Anderson, 1984; Hermida, 2015). As already uti-
lized by researchers (Hermida et al., 2010; Landis et al., 2009), we applied this approach of improv-
ing model fit indices to save the data as it was really hard to collect different forms of data (perceived 
and objective) from different sources (leaders and organizational representatives) at different levels 
(individual and organization).
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Theoretical contributions

Despite certain limitations, the present study has contributed to the relevant theories and existing lit-
erature in several ways. First, the study has introduced strengths- related resources (signature strengths 
use as a personal resource and perceived organizational support for strengths use as a job resource). 
It has made a significant contribution by explicating a theoretical mechanism through which these 
strengths- related resources contribute to the organizational outcomes in the banking sector. The study 
has extended the motivational process of the JD- R theory by (a) adding the paths to organizational out-
comes from employee outcomes and (b) specifying strengths- related personal resources as antecedents 
along with job resources. We were mainly interested in their additive effects rather than their interac-
tive effects. However, future studies should look at the moderation effects as well to see if it works for 
strengths- related resources (signature strengths use and perceived organizational supports for strengths 
use). Interestingly, the contribution of job resources in the whole motivational process was greater than 
the contribution of personal resources in our data. This needs further investigation. Further, most of 
the research related to resources considered positive outcomes in the motivational process (Demerouti 
et al., 2001). In contrast, the present research contributes to a small set of studies that tested the role of 
resources in negative outcomes (Agarwal et al., 2012; Borst et al., 2019; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). The 
consideration of positive as well as negative outcomes at employee and organization levels enhances 
the scope of the present study. Understanding the mechanisms by which strengths use and support for 
strengths use operates for organizational level outcomes has shed light on their job- specific contribu-
tion to banking sector performance. This has opened a new horizon for researchers to investigate the 
validity of the extended JD- R theory in different sectors (industries) and working contexts. However, 
the expansion of the JD- R theory from employee- level outcomes to organizational outcomes requires 
further validation. Moreover, it is suggested that future research may focus on job demands as well to 
extend the health- impairment process of the JD- R theory. We had a small sample size and an adequately 
complex model including personal and job resources, serial and parallel mediators as well as employee 
and organization- level outcomes. However, research shows that there are even more complex processes 
(i.e., positioning of job demands). In the future, researchers should address the buffering role of per-
sonal and job resources in the presence of relevant job demands. For instance, cognitive demands can be 
included in the model as they pose a serious threat to leadership success by negatively affecting leaders' 
work engagement and productivity. Similarly, performance demands could also be studied along with 
strengths- related resources in the model to evaluate their additive and interactive effects.

Second, the findings have made an empirical contribution to the field of positive and organizational 
psychology by integrating the JD- R theory literature and providing insights into the psychological or-
igins of organizational performance. Further, it is suggested that future studies should link strategic 
HRM practices— such as recruitment and selection, training and development, and performance man-
agement— to employee strengths use and proposed outcomes.

Third, the study has supplemented international literature on the role of signature strengths use 
and perceived organizational support for strengths use for employee and organizational level out-
comes by providing empirical evidence from a less studied population (i.e., top management from the 
banking sector of Pakistan). To further establish the evidence, researchers may also examine the self- 
determination theory's basic psychological needs as mediators. To this end, the study made an import-
ant contribution by testing and confirming the mechanism through which signature strengths use and 
perceived organizational support for strengths use contribute to the organizational level outcomes.

Practical implications

The findings also hold several practical implications for employees and employers. At the employee 
end, identification of signature strengths and using them more often in novel ways is the first step 
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to reaping the benefits. Employees are encouraged to use self- administered instruments to identify 
their signature strengths such as the VIA Inventory of Strengths (Peterson & Seligman, 2004) and 
Applicability of Character Strengths Rating Scales (Harzer & Ruch, 2013) to assess the degree to 
which character strengths of the VIA Classification are applicable in their specific work context. 
For instance, finding a job or occupation that matches one's signature strengths is a prerequisite to 
career success. By building on their strengths, employees can befit themselves in professions where 
they can use their signature strengths and experience high work engagement leading to improved 
performance.

At the organizational level, specific intervention programs can also be designed to enable em-
ployees to identify and use their signature strengths (Dubreuil et al., 2016; Harzer & Ruch, 2016) 
Besides, organizational leaders should consider creating additional opportunities for employees to 
recognize, acknowledge, and use their strengths at work (Asplund & Blacksmith, 2012; Clifton & 
Harter, 2003; Harter et al., 2002; Wang et al., 2023) benefiting the organization. Leaders have a dual 
responsibility to use their strengths and influence and support others to enable strengths use. The 
promotion of a strengths- based culture can help engage employees to contribute more to their or-
ganizations (Dubreuil & Forest, 2017; Linley et al., 2011). More specifically, organizations can adopt 
strengths- based HRM practices to achieve high performance. For instance, job analysis in which 
organizations can develop employee strengths profiling to better align job descriptions and person 
specifications.

Finally, employees' perceptions of organizational support for strengths use can be enhanced by com-
municating openly that the use of strengths is highly valued. Based on the findings of the present study, 
organizational policymakers, and managers are encouraged to implement customized strengths- based 
approaches to foster signature strengths use and develop a positive perception of organizational support 
for strengths use. The findings implicated that support for strengths use is a win- win situation for both 
employers and employees. On one hand, it gives employers more bang for their buck. In this sense, 
employers should seek to maximize business- level congruence of strengths and strive for strengths 
specialization. On the other hand, it is plausible that discovering, developing, sustaining, and owning 
strengths can inspire fulfilment and excellence at work. Said another way, findings highlight the fact 
that the mobilization of personal and job resources may be of value for employees to thrive that further 
contribute to the organizations. The prime reason for the popularity of the JD- R theory lies in its capa-
bility to build specific insights to develop interventions. Therefore, future research should continue to 
develop, implement, and assess JD- R interventions (Bakker et al., 2023).

In conclusion, the study made several noteworthy contributions by extending the application of 
two frameworks (the VIA Classification of Character Strengths and the JD- R theory) from micro (em-
ployee) to macro (organization) outcomes. It takes two to tango! The findings have provided empirical 
evidence that signature strengths use and organizational support for strengths use are important as well 
as distinct resources for individuals that are beneficial for organizations at large.
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